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A cause of action which is single and indivisible in its nature cannot be split into a number 
of small claims which would be within the jurisdiction of a court whose jurisdiction does 
not extend to the entire claim, but when a plaintiff commences multiple small claims and/ 
or commercial claims simultaneously arising out of separate claims which in the aggregate 
exceed the court's monetary jurisdiction, the claims may be entertained if each claim is 
clearly divisible. 


Generally, a cause of action may not be split to accommodate the court's subject matter 
jurisdictional amount limitations! since the cause of action must be valued as a whole in making the 


amount-in-controversy determination.” For example, a claim for special damages cannot be split 
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from a claim for general damages for the same injury in circumvention of the court's jurisdictional 


amount limitations, even as to claims brought by separate marital partners,” nor may a single 


p 


laintiffs claims for unpaid charges and late fees be separated into two actions to circumvent the 


jurisdictional limit. 


An exception applies if the claims are clearly divisible” as is determined from the intention of the 


arties in the case of a contract. 
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